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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s fromthe district court's orders denying his
28 U.S.C. § 2255 (1988) notion (No. 95-7463), and his notion for
reconsi deration (No. 95-7638). In No. 95-7463, we have revi ewed t he
record and the district court's opinion and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirmsubstantially on the reasoni ng of the

district court. United States v. Zakaria, Nos. CR-91-181-A; CA-95-

190-AM (E. D. Va. Aug. 3, 16, & 28, 1995). We find Appellant's claim
relating to the adm ssion of the transcript of the tape recording
of the cocaine deal |ikewise to be wthout nmerit based on the

weal t h of ot her evi dence supporting his convictions. See Jackson v.

Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319 (1979); United States v. Tresvant, 677

F.2d 1018, 1021 (4th Gr. 1982).

Appel lant clainms that the district court erred in failing to
conduct an evidentiary hearing on his 8 2255 noti on because contro-
verted facts existed relating to the i ssue of whether the prosecu-
tion violated a sequestrati on order by coaching the testinony of a
W t ness, and then suborned perjury when the wi tness denied on the
stand that he had been approached. In support of this claim
Appel | ant provided an affidavit froma w tness who all egedly saw
the prosecution take the trial witness fromhis cell. W find that
given the fact that Appellant's affiant pled guilty to nmaking a
perjurious affidavit containingsubstantially identical allegations
to those advanced by Appell ant in support of his § 2255 notion, the
district court's failure to conduct an evidentiary hearing onthis

I ssue was not clearly erroneous.



Finally, finding no abuse of discretion, we affirmthe dis-
trict court's denial of Appellant's notion for reconsideration

(No. 95-7638). See United States v. WIllians, 674 F.2d 310, 312

(4th Cir. 1982). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.
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